This study explores the use of the first person plural pronoun "we/wij" by government and opposition party members in panel debates from the Flemish talk show De Zevende Dag. Both groups of politicians enter this arena with divergent communicative goals, which has clear implications (i) for the type of propositions in which subclasses of "we/wij"-pronouns are generally involved and (ii) for the politicians' assessment of the status of these propositions. Patterns with regard to these three implications are analyzed by means of a systemic functional approach supported with quantitative data. It is claimed that government and opposition party discussants either employ distinct patterns in accordance with their different aims, or that they use similar ones, albeit with divergent discourse functions. The former scenario turns out to be true in the case of exclusive uses of "we/wij" and the latter in the case of inclusive meanings. In that way, the paper sheds light on subtle differences in how government and opposition party discussants argue and deal with the invisible presence of an overhearing broadcast audience.
Introduction 1
In line with an increasing tendency in broadcasting media to present more compelling, attractive and dramatic forms of (political) interviewing, panel debates have become a commonplace in television shows from the 1980s onward (Clayman & Heritage 2002: 299) . The provocation of conflict between ideologically opposed interviewees, a typicality of this genre, serves as a strategic means for building and retaining the attention of an overhearing audience. So far, however, (political) panel debates have attracted relatively little systematic attention in comparison with traditional news interviews or talk shows. Moreover, most current (predominantly conversation analytical) research on panel interviews has almost exclusively focused on the moderator, and more in particular on how he/she succeeds in mediating conflict without overtly violating the professional ideals of journalistic neutrality (Greatbatch 1992; Clayman 2002; Clayman & Heritage 2002; Emmertsen 2006). 2 In this paper, by contrast, other and much less discussed aspects of panel debates (and news interviews as well) are taken into account. The object of analysis is moved from the interviewer to the invited politicians, from the general sequential structure of a political panel debate to general characteristics of the discussants' discourse and from the interviewer's strategies of subtle conflict management to interviewee's strategies of dissociating from opponents and of affiliating with the overhearing audience. For that purpose, nine panel debates belonging to the Flemish talk show De Zevende Dag were transcribed and analyzed. Concretely, the research focus is on the Dutch first person plural pronoun "we/wij", 3 on the propositions in which the various subtypes of this pronoun occur (ideational metafunction) and on the speaker's (i.e., the invited politicians) evaluations with regard to the necessity and/or the feasibility of these propositions (interpersonal metafunction). It is claimed that, with respect to these parameters, there are differences between government and opposition party talk, both on the lexicogrammatical level (distinct patterns) and the conversational pragmatic level (distinct discourse functions attached to similar patterns). Both sets of differences are interrelated with the divergent goals the invited government and opposition party members pursue in mediated panel debates. This paper has the following structure. In section 2, the mediated political debate is characterized as an "activity type" in which invited politicians have concrete social identities (government-opposition) and pursue specific goals associated with these identities. Section 3 delineates the objects of analysis and presents the twofold research question. Section 4 deals with the employed systemic functional framework and its advantages for this type of research. Section 5 offers a brief description of the compiled data and the selection criteria. In section 6, characteristics with regard to pronominal choice of government party (6.1) and opposition party invitees (6.2) are discussed. Section 7 provides an overview of the main findings from the previous section. Finally, in section 8, concluding remarks are formulated as well as some thoughts concerning further research opportunities.
The activity type of mediated panel debates
Before moving onward to the analytical part, we first need to introduce the notion of "activity type" (Verschueren 2012 ). This concept is defined by Levinson (1992: 69) as a category "whose focal members are goal-defined, socially constituted, bounded events a discussion with different priorities and strategies. On the linguistic level, this may have two possible implications: (i) government and opposition party discussants adopt distinct lexicogrammatical resources tailored to their divergent interests or (ii) they use similar patterns, albeit with different discourse functions.
Focus and research questions
Our concrete focus is on differences between government and opposition party discussants in Flemish television panel debates with respect to the choice of the pronoun "we/wij" and to the lexicogrammatical environment in which this pronoun is located. Two remarks need to be made here. First, we limit ourselves to "we/wij"-pronouns which adopt primary participant microroles and which, hence, can be related to what Dowty (1991: 572) classifies as a P(roto)-Agents. Roles linked to this supercategory have the following properties: "(a) volitional involvement in the event or state, (b) sentience (and/or perception), (c) causing an event or change of state in another participant, (d) movement (relative to the position of another participant), ((e) [existence] independently of the event named by the verb)." Second, we start from the basic exclusive/inclusive meaning distinction of "we/wij", a key topic in most studies on social deixis (Levinson 1983: 69; Iñigo-Mora 2004: 34; Huang 2007: 139) . The former refers to the group the speaker affiliates him-or herself with, thereby excluding the interlocutors and the audience); the latter includes the interlocutors and/or the audience.
Concretely, we will examine (i) the nature of the propositions in which referents expressed by variants of the "we/wij"-pronoun are involved and, when possible, (ii) the speaker's -government or opposition discussant -evaluation of the necessity and/or feasibility of these propositions. Next, patterns in government and opposition party talk found through this twofold analysis are connected to the specific goals both groups of politicians pursue in the specific activity type of a mediated political panel debate. As we mentioned before, we expected to find:  distinct patterns with respect to (i) and (ii) in government and opposition party talk.  similar patterns with respect to (i) and (ii), albeit with different discourse functions.
Methodological frame
The study below is primarily text analytical, empirical and qualitative (although strongly supported by quantitative evidence if necessary). Following SimonVandenbergen's (1987) analysis of the strategic use of pronouns in the mediated Reagan-Mondale debates in 1984, we adopt a predominantly systemic functional linguistic (SFL) approach (Halliday & Matthiessen 2004; Eggins 1994; Martin & Rose 2007 ). SFL starts from the premise that in essence, every language has three (meta)functions: (i) to refer to the world around us and to relationships between people, objects and concepts in that particular world (experiential metafunction (ideation)), (ii) to express language users' interpersonal relationship with discourse referents as well as with contextual factors (i.e., interlocutors, conversational setting) (interpersonal metafunction) and (iii) to create a coherent message (textu(r)al metafunction).
From that angle, SFL offers the right tools to investigate (a) the nature of propositions in which referents expressed by the "we/wij"-pronoun occur (experiential metafunction (ideation)) and (b) the speaker's assessment of (aspects of) their status in terms of necessity and/or feasibility (interpersonal metafunction). The former will be analyzed by means of the Transitivity system network and the associated taxonomy of participant microroles and process types (Halliday & Matthiessen 2004: 302) . For each individual category of "we/wij"-pronoun, it is asked in which process (or predicate) types they are most typically involved. 4 As for the latter, attention will be mainly paid to Mood 5 choices expressing deontic (Deo) and dynamic modality (Dyn).
Data collection

Corpus details and selection criteria
In order to offer a representative set of different government and opposition party members (31 politicians in sum (16 government party discussants, 15 opposition members)), our by so-called "Wetstraat watchers" 6 -that is, journalists particularly specialized in the Belgian political scene.
As Clayman and Heritage (2002: 299ff) underline, panel guests are carefully selected on the basis of divergent and even contrasting viewpoints in order to assure a verbal clash (i.e., divergent ideological backgrounds, different power statuses). This certainly holds true for the debates of De Zevende Dag: Generally, four discussants are invited, two of them typically belonging to decision-making bodies (i.e., government) and two of them typically pointing out the problematic nature of these decisions (i.e., trade union representatives, opposition party members). In this paper, we only focus on panel debates in which (both federal and regional) government and opposition are opposed to each other. 7 This dichotomy, for that matter, appears to be preallocated. First, in each of our analyzed debates, government and opposition party members sit across each other. Second, the introductory question round is mostly characterized by a rigid turn-taking structure in which the interviewer first gives the floor to the (two) government party members and only subsequently seeks to elicit a reaction from one of the opposition discussants.
Background information
Before turning over to the analytical part of this paper, we first need to elucidate the central topics discussed in the selected panel debates. Besides, we also briefly clarify the ideological orientation of the different Flemish political parties represented in our subcorpus. 6. Analysis 9 6.1. Government party members 6.1.1. The exclusive meaning of "we/wij" In government party talk, the exclusive meaning of the personal pronoun "we/wij" remarkably often occurs with material process verbs modified by the deontic modal verb "moeten" ['must'] (28 (out of 107) attestations (26.2%), see Table 2B ).
10 It clearly appears that government party politicians intend to stress the necessity of their actions: In addition, considerable attention is paid to the explanation of a rationale behind or the purpose of a specific future measure. In (1) below, BTM points out that budget surpluses are essential prerequisites for restricting indebtedness. This rhetorical effect is produced by means of a non-finite enhancing purpose clause (introduced by the conjunction "om" ['in order to']). In (2), ADR states that additional investments for public transport are necessarily required to tackle current traffic issues in Brussels. First, a conditional clause complex (conjunction: "als" ['if'] ) is used to emphasize the (takenfor-granted) inefficacy of only a broadening of the Brussels ringway. Second, through the causal-conditional conjunction "dus" ['so'] , the proposition expressed by the subsequent "we"-clause (the government's future intention) is represented as a logical alternative:
( The necessity of particular measures is sometimes more explicitly conveyed, not seldom by means of pseudo-clefts (see (3) below)). In that case, the pronoun "we/wij" most typically (35 (out of 196) instances (17.9%), see Table 2A) As Halliday and Matthiessen (2004: 276) note, both realizations are interrelated, since both of them are designed to reveal a particular viewpoint. The feelings expressed predominantly fall within the appraisal subcategory of irrealis affect (Martin & White 2005: 48) , and mainly treat government party priorities (affect>inclination>desire): And we as Liberals aim for a budget balance and surplus as soon as possible, as was also the case during the tenure of (former) prime minister Verhofstadt. According to us, this should be realized from next year on.
SV HB JVZ ES HC VH LC BS BTM RD LVB GV ADR PV.I KV TOT
As suggested by Hunston and Thompson (2000: 5) and elaborated by Pounds (2010: 110) , there is a close link between the above illustrations of irrealis affect dealing with inclination and the examples of deontic modality in the preceding paragraph. Both expression types are equally meant to inform the audience of the government's or the party's future priorities. What differs, is their evaluative force. Irrealis affect "we/wij"-clauses are characterized by a high degree of personalization. By contrast, the type of "we/wij"-clauses from the previous section do not explicitly refer to affectual responses and hence are less personalized (see Bednarek 2009: 167-168 for an extensive discussion about degrees of personalization).
The inclusive meaning of "we/wij"
The inclusive meaning of "we/wij" is often used in contrast with (neighbouring) countries. Such comparisons may serve various purposes. They can function as a means to put country-or region-specific problems into a different perspective. This is the case in (5), where SV nuances the 2008 budget deficit of 2% by arguing that France and Great Britain are faced with more serious deficits. In (6), however, ADR's confrontation of Flanders with other European regions underlines the necessity of a mileage levy for cars and trucks: Uhm, two important remarks regarding a mileage levy. So, first and foremost, for freight traffic, but in the future for cars as well. That is important in order to make foreigners pay for our road network, because at the moment, we are one of the few regions in Europe where that still does not happen.
A more generic variant of inclusive "we/wij" occurs in relational and broadly defined possessive process clauses in which a prepositional phrase expressing a spatial or temporal circumstance enhances the pronoun (McGregor 1997: 150-151) . In this configuration, the first person plural pronoun serves to locate a loosely defined 'we'-group -the politicians themselves, the other discussants and the audience -in concrete spatiotemporal frames which are characterized by their intangibility (i.e., the economic downturn of the European car production sector in (7)). The positioning of a large community in such frames serves specific strategic purposes. In (7) 1  7  4  3  1  0  1  2  0  1  28  TOT 6  2  1  5  2  6  2  8  11 6  5  0  2  4  1  1  62  TABLE 3B . Mood choices in material process clauses with inclusive "we/wij" as Actor.
MT SV HB JVZ ES HC VH LC BS BTM RD LVB GV ADR PV.I KV TOT
people from Brussels are in fact not going to be concluded, so we will have to invest, in a sensible way, in additional public transport, uhm, […] '] 6.2. Opposition party members 6.2.1. The exclusive meaning of "we/wij" Opposition party discussants significantly less often (χ²=18.739, p=0.00001499) make use of exclusive "we/wij" in comparison with their government party opponents. Moreover, exclusive "we/wij"-pronouns most commonly occur in verbal process clauses (23 (out of 68) attestations (33.8%)). This observation is in line with actions typically proposed or performed by opposition party members: Requesting for official documents, passing a bill, introducing a motion (10) or politicizing a particular topical issue (e.g., the waiting lists for disabled people in (11) Some SP.A (DVM, JVL) politicians strategically adopt the exclusive use of "we/wij" (either in combination with material process verbs (e.g., "(terug)brengen" ['bring back, restore']) or in combination with mental process verbs of cognition (e.g., "schatten" ['estimate'], "weten" ['know'])) in order to highlight the merits of their own party in former government coalitions (thereby excluding other co-governing parties). SP.A belonged to the federal government coalition from 1999 to 2007 (Verhofstadt I and II) and had been continuously part of the Flemish government from 1988. Some (positive) experiences and realizations (e.g., "zijn wij [...] erin geslaagd" ['we succeeded in']) from these periods are brought into memory in order to corroborate the incapacity (e.g., "een rampzalig budgettair beleid" ['a disastrous budgetary policy']) of the current coalition. The underlying message is quite straightforward: "If we succeeded in accomplishing x (in a similar context), why does the current government coalition not manage to achieve x?": (12) As we argued before, a generic variant of inclusive "we/wij" is adopted by government party members to locate a large community including the government, the opposition and the audience in specific spatiotemporal contextual frames characterized by their uncontrollability. Since these frames are represented as elements which almost everyone is confronted with, they give an impression of factuality and taken-forgrantedness. In that way, they serve to rationalize (future) negatively perceived events and to disclaim government responsibility for them. In opposition party talk, however, a similar meaning of inclusive "we/wij" is sometimes appealed to in order to question this disclaim. For this purpose, the "we/wij"-group is confronted with an issue which is explicitly indicated as the consequence of government failure. This connection is typically realized (i) through a relational process clause with a circumstantial attribute (e.g., "We zitten vandáág in de chaos; [...] An example which aptly illustrates the divergent goals government and opposition party members pursue with the generic inclusive pronoun "we", is (14). The issue linked to the first person plural pronoun is a federal budget deficit of seven billion of euros in two years. PV.I not only pins this deficit on to the current government coalition (i.e., "los van de economische crisis, met deze regering" ['apart from the economic crisis, with this government']), he also dissociates himself (by means of an echoic, ironically loaded attribution (Sperber & Wilson 1995 : 238ff)) from the government's rationalization strategy, in which all responsibility is passed to an intangible international economic crisis: about the attitude of their fellow politicians, opposition party members only seek to spur on the other discussants (and the whole political community) to action. This is corroborated by the type of material process verbs used by opposition discussants: These verbs predominantly indicate concrete activities, rather than a particular attitude. In addition to their necessity, opposition party members often intend to emphasize the feasibility of proposed future actions. This occurs, amongst other things, through expressions of dynamic or competential modality (19 (out of 85) attestations (22.4%), see Table 5B ).
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This modality subtype indicates "an evaluation that the Actor (usually) of the situation [inclusive "we/wij", BV] is capable of performing the action" (McGregor 1997: 229) .
In (15) 
Concluding remarks
This paper intended to offer a brief insight into fine-grained yet significant differences in the way in which government and opposition party discussants deal with the divergent meanings of the Dutch first person plural pronoun "we/wij" in mediated political panel debates. It demonstrated how subtle pronominal choices in combination with selections from Transitivity and Mood (Appraisal) resources contribute to the image building of the self and/or the other. Needless to say that this implicitly affects the mental positioning of both towards the indirectly addressed overhearing audience. This is obviously intended by the invited politicians. After all, the audience is their ultimate addressee: They are the ones who, with an eye to future elections, need to be convinced of the necessity of an unpleasant measure and of the incredibility or invalidity of an opponent's argument. This study on its own obviously does not suffice to make substantial claims about different patterns in government and opposition party talk on either the lexicogrammatical or conversational pragmatic level. However, it can instigate further research on this topic. Ideally, its results should be complemented by analyses of panel debates between government and opposition in other institutional settings (i.e., parliament, political meetings, etc.). Likewise, a comparative study in which contemporary debates are juxtaposed to mediated political discussions during former government coalitions can also support the main findings in this paper: If a particular politician currently belongs to a government party but formed part of the opposition in the past, it would be interesting to see whether this is somehow reflected in his/her use of language in the two settings respectively. Only in that way we can learn more about "deeper molecular, atomic, and subatomic levels" (Clayman & Heritage 2002: 346) of interaction which often give rise to verbal struggles characteristic of panel debates between constitutionally and/or ideologically opposed guests.
